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REMARKS 

Upon entry of the present amendment^ Claims 1-16 are pending in the application, of 
whtch» Claims 1» 7» 10, 13 and 16 are independent. 

The above-identified Office Action has been fully reviewed, the references carefblly 
considered^ and the Examiner's comments carefiilly weighed. In view thereof, the present 
Am^idment is submitted. It is contended fliat by the present amendment, all bases of rejection 
set forth in the Office Action have been traversed and overcome. Accordingly, reconsideration 
and withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. 

DISCUSSION 

Applicant has amended the independent claims 1 > 10, and 16, to ov^ome the rejections 
of record. 

AppUcant requests reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection* for reasons which 
will be oudined herein. 

S_ection 102(e) Issues 

In Item 3 of the Office Action^ the Examiner rejected claims 1-S, 10, 1 1, 13, 14 and 16 
under 35 USC 102(e) as anticipated by U.S. Pat. No. 6»37S,234 to Brackmann. 

Applicant respectfully submits that the cited references dose not disclose each and evety 
element of applicant's claims, as presently amended. Therefore, applicant requests 
reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejections based on Section 1 02. 

Applicant has further amended claims 1,10, and 16 to more particularly point out and 
distinctly claim the structure of the sill knob, which differs from the sill knob disclosed in the 
*234 Brackmann patoit. As claimed the sill knob comprises both a main body and a stud. The 
stud is narrower than the main body of the sill knob. 
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Claims 2-6 depend directly or indirectly fix)ni claim 1, and therefore incorporate the 
changes thereto. 

Claims 1 1 and 12 dep^id directly or indirecdy from claim 1 0» and therefore incorporate 
the changes thereto. 

Applicant has made minor changes to claim 13 to more particularly point out and 
distinctly claim the invention thereof Applicant respectfUHy points out that the language of 
claim 13 requires the sill knob housing to include a knob guide, a shield and a ledge which 
integrally connects the shield to the knob guide, and further specifies that the shield extends 
upwardly from the ledge, and is wider than the knob guide, such that the ledge extrads 
therebetween. 

The structure of applicant's sill knob housing, as claimed in daim 13 and as discussed 
hereinabove, is not taught, disclosed, suggested, or rendered obvioxis by Brackmann or by any of 
the other references of record. Wbile Brackmann may be viewed as including a knob guide and a 
ledge, Brackman fails to include structure corresponding to a shield extending upwardly from the 
ledge which is wider than the knob guide, as claimed. 

Applicant respectfully suggests that as amended, all of the claims are patcntably 
distinguishable over the teachings Brackmann. Applicant therefore requests reconsiderdtion and 
withdrawal of the Examiner's rejection of claims 1-5, 10, 11, 13, 14 and 16 under 35 USC 102(e) 
as anticipated by Brackmann. 

Section 103 Issues 

In Item 5 of the Office Action, the Examiner rejected clauns 6, 12 and 15 under 35 USC 
103(a) as unpatentable over U.S. Pat No. 6, 375, 234 to Brackman in view of U.S. Pat. No. 
5,01 0J80 to Hatfield. 
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Applicant respectfiJly submits that the device in the Hatfield reference includes a 
structure to be used in reclining upholstered furniture, while the device in the Biackmann 
reference includes a structure to be used in a car door locking mechanism. 

Those in a position to evaluate patentability should not consider refermces that are "too 
remote to be treated as prior art." In re Ctey, 966 F.2d 656, 658 (Fed. Cir.1992) (quoting 
PanduitCorp, v. Dennison Mfg.^ 810F.2d 1561, 1568n. 9(Fed. Cir. 1987), cerT. denied^AH 
U.S. 1052, 107 S.Ct 21 87, 95 L»Ed2d 843 (1987)). The determination of whether a prior art 
reference is within the inventor's field or an analogous art is a factual issue. In re Ciay, supra. 

Courts consider two factors in determining whether prior art is analogous: "(1) whether 
the art is from the same field of endeavor, regardless of the problem addressed, and (2) if the 
reference is not within the field of the inventor^s endeavor, whether the reference still is 
reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with which the inv^tor is involved.** In re Clay^ 
966 F.2d at 658-59; Tnre Wood, 599 F,2d 1032, 1036, 202 U.S.P.Q. 1 71, 174 (CCPA 1979). 
See also In re GPAC Inc., 57 R3d 1573, 1577-1579 (Fed. Cir. 1995). 

Applicant respectfully suggests that Hatfield is non-analogoxis art relative to flie 
invention, as claimed, according to the above gaidelines. Applicant furth^respectfislly suggests 
that there is no express or implied motivation to combine a car door locking mechanism with a 
locking structure for an upholstered fijmiture reclining mechanism. 

Furthermore, as noted above, applicant has amended claims 1, 10, 13, and 16 to more 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the invention. Moreover, as pointed out above, 
Braokmann fails to teach, disclose, or suggest the structure of the sill knob housing as claimed in 
claim 13. As such, the '234 Brackman reference has been overcome, even if combined with 
Hatfield, which applicant continues to maintain is an improper combination. 
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Claim 6 depends from claim 1 , and therefore incorporates the changes thereto. 

Claim 12 depends from claim 10, and therefore incorporates the changes thereto. 

Claim I S depends from claim 1 3, and therefore incorporates the changes thereto. 

Applicant respectfully submits that amended claims 1,10 and 13 not only overcome the 
Examiner's anticipation rejection, but also are non-obvious in light of the prior art, and therefore 
meets the standard of patentability. 

Applicant th^^orc requests reconsideration and withdrawal of the Examiner's rejection 
of claims 6, 12 and 15 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

CONCLUSION 

Applicant respectfully suggests that none of the references of record teach applicant's 
invention, as presently claimed, whether tiie references are considered singly or in any 
reasonable combination, and that frirther, stdll genemlly available in the art would not lead to a 
person of ordinary skill to create applicant's claimed invention, using the references of record. 

Applicant respectfully suggests that as presently amended, all of the pending claims are 
believed to be allowable. 
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Applicant respectfully submits that all of the above aniendniaits arc fully supported by 
the original application. Applicant also respectfully submits that the above amendments do not 
introduce any new matter into the application. 

Favorable consideration is respectfully requested. 
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